A frequent, implicit, assumption is that the different types of relative clauses (nonrestrictive, restrictive, amount, kind-defi ning, infi nitival and reduced participial relatives) are in one and the same language merged in one and the same position. Here, evidence will be presented that their merger is actually at different heights of the nominal extended projection.
The merge positions of non-integrated and integrated nonrestrictives
As noted in Cinque (2008) , non-integrated nonrestrictive relative clauses (RCs) are 'outside' of the sentence containing the head, in a structure which is impermeable to sentence grammar relations (Agree, Binding, etc.) despite the asymmetric c-command relation existing between the head and the RC under the extension of the LCA to Discourse Grammar. As expected, given the higher merger of non-integrated nonrestrictives, in head-initial languages such as Italian in (1) where they are both postnominal, non-integrated nonrestrictive RCs necessarily follow integrated ones.
(2) Vietnamese a. According to Kameshima (1989: §4.3.3 .1) and Ishizuka (2008) , Japanese minimally differs from Korean in that relatives appearing inside a demonstrative have just a restrictive interpretation whereas those appearing outside demonstratives may receive either a restrictive or a nonrestrictive interpretation. 7 This suggests that the merge position of nonrestrictives is outside the demonstrative and that of restrictives inside the demonstrative, even though restrictives, in languages like Japanese, can optionally raise past the demonstrative (cf. Kameshima 1989: 215) , to a position lower than the merge position of nonrestrictives (given that "the natural order, when restrictive and nonrestrictive relatives co-occur, is that a nonrestrictive precedes a restrictive relative", Kameshima 1989: 233) . Jaklin Kornfi lt, p.c., tells me that the same is true of Turkish where a restrictive RC precedes the demonstrative, following, if present, a nonrestrictive one (which canonically precedes the demonstrative).
The merge position of kind-defi ning and restrictive and nonrestrictive RCs
Judging from Italian, it appears that kind-defi ning RCs (cf. Benincà 2012 , Benincà & Cinque 2014 ) necessarily occur after ordinary restrictives, (4), and before ordinary nonrestrictives, (5 Under the roll-up derivation of head-initial/medial languages, these data show that kind-defi ning RCs are lower than nonrestrictives and higher than ordinary restrictives. As Radford (2019: §1.2, fn. 4) observes "Data from the Kroch corpus suggest that the same ordering holds in English, since it contains 27 examples (like those below) in which an antecedent is modifi ed by both a restrictive gap relative and a resumptive kind relative, and in every one of these the restrictive relative precedes the kind relative": 
The merge position of restrictive and of amount/maximalizing RCs
In Chapter 1: §1.5 of Cinque (to appear) I made the simplifying assumption that restrictive RCs and amount/maximalizing RCs are merged in the same position, between demonstratives/determiners and cardinal numerals. There is, however, some indication that the two types may be merged in two distinct positions. This comes from their relative order when they co-occur. As with Jackendoff's (1977) conclusion that nonrestrictive RCs are merged higher than restrictive RCs, based on the latter having to be closer to the head when they co-occur, I take restrictive RCs to be merged higher than amount/maximalizing RCs as bona fi de amount/maximalizing RCs, like those involving a there-existential clause, appear to have to occur closer to the head than an ordinary restrictive RC. See the contrast between (8a) and (8b) 
The merge position of infi nitival RCs
To judge from Sag (1997: 470) , who gives the contrasts in (9)-(10), and Larson & Takahashi (2007: §4. 3), and Douglas (2016: 169) , who give similar contrasts (see (11) and (12) 
The merge position of reduced participial RCs
Pre-nominal relative clauses in head-fi nal languages are often participial (see for example the case of the Caucasian languages Archi and Tsez), though this is by no means general (pace Keenan 1985: §2.5). 8 Their peculiarity as opposed to the participial RCs of European languages is that their relativization possibilities are not limited to relativizing the external argument in the case of present participles or the internal argument in the case of past participles. In many languages they may also occur between demonstratives and cardinal numerals, like pre-nominal fi nite restrictive RCs. Participial relative clauses in Germanic, Slavic and Romance SVO languages are instead severely limited in the arguments that they can relativize and appear to be merged below cardinal numerals. Rijkhoff (1998: 362) explicitly says that "[i]n Dutch (as well as e.g. in German and Frisian) the preposed participial construction follows the demonstrative and the numeral" (and, we may add, precedes "direct modifi cation" adjectives, in the sense of Sproat & Shi 1990 and Cinque 2010) . See the examples in (17) and (18) Kayne (2005: 66) (and Kayne 1994: 99 for the reduced relative clause status of recently arrived). We would interpret the grammaticality of that beautiful recently arrived letter (Kayne 2005: 66) vs. the ungrammaticality of (21b) above as due to the possibility for beautiful, though not for former, to have a reduced relative clause source (see Cinque 2010 for discussion). Apparently, in Chinese RCs cannot be merged below APs (even those followed by de), as contrasts such as (i), noted in Lu (1998: 54) (23) a. He, who had recently arrived, added in his two cents and the argument continued. 11 b. *The he who had recently arrived added in his two cents and the argument continued. 12 c. *A recently arrived he added in his two cents and the argument continued.
Different is the case of proper names, which can under the appropriate conditions be modifi ed by all three types of RCs, see (24a-c) (Megan Rae, p.c.):
(24) a. John, who had recently arrived, added in his two cents and the argument continued. b. The John who you know is not the one that I know. c. A recently arrived John added in his two cents and the argument continued.
The same state of affairs obtains in Italian, German (Roland Hinterhölzl, p.c.) and Bulgarian (Iliyana Krapova, p.c.). This can possibly be understood if pronominals are merged in the DP above the merge position of both restrictive and reduced RCs, while proper names are merged in NP (though they can raise to DP under certain conditions -Longobardi 1994). 13 In some languages, pre-nominal RCs appear in the order Dem Num RC A N even if they can relativize more positions than those relativizable in the reduced RCs of Germanic, Slavic and Romance. This is, for example, the case of SOV Karata, an East Caucasian language (see (25)), of SVO Mandarin Chinese (another position being the one that precedes demonstratives) (see (26a-b)), and of T'in, a Khmuic (Mon-Khmer) language, showing the mirror-image order N A RC Num Dem (see (27)) Kibrik (1996: 153) this is also the position of (participial) RCs in Godoberi, another East Caucasian language, although he says that heavy participial relative clauses tend to occur leftmost in the NP, which appears to refl ect the general long-before-short tendency of head-fi nal languages (cf. Yamashita and Chang 2001) , the mirror image of the short-before-long tendency of head-initial languages. See Kibrik's example (14), given here as (i):
N=buy.PST-PART] this=N three-CARD-COLL b=eč'uXa X.ani N=big horse 'these three big horses, recently bought by father' 15 The same order is attributed by Simpson (2005: 806) to Khmer.
How are (Germanic, Slavic and Romance) reduced (participial) RCs ordered with respect to fi nite restrictive RCs? If the former are lower than cardinal numerals and the latter are higher, one should expect the former to be closer to the head than fi nite restrictives. 16 Putting together these data, we arrive at the following structure of Merge for (fi nite) non-integrated and integrated nonrestrictive, (fi nite) restrictive, amount, infi nitival and 'reduced' (participial) RCs: If correct, then, these observations suggest a more fi ne-grained structure, where reduced RCs occupy distinct positions depending on whether they are in the scope of a generic (individual-level) This gives the overall hierarchy seen in (31): 17
